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Response O-1 (Nevada Outdoor Recreation 
Association) 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

1 See General Response 1 – Parcel Nomination and Sale Rate 
and General Response 2 – Range of Alternatives. 

2 As was stated in Section 1.2.2, the 1998 Las Vegas Resource 
Management Plan and Final EIS analyzed the potential 
impacts of selling over 25,000 acres at rates projected to 
meet demand at the time.  The potential impacts of continued 
authorization to dispose of lands under SNPLMA in the 
disposal area modified by the Clark County Act are assessed 
in this EIS.  The cumulative impacts of the disposal and 
development of BLM lands, including development of 
previously disposed lands and private lands, are described in 
Section 4.15. 

3 See General Response 2 – Range of Alternatives.  

4 See General Response 1 – Parcel Nomination and Sale Rate.   
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4 See General Response 1 – Parcel Nomination and Sale Rate.   

 

 

5 As was described in Section 3.3.3, the SNWA forecasts 
water supply and demand as part of their resource planning 
process and that data were used in the EIS as the best 
available information.  The indirect impacts of increased 
water consumption were described in Section 4.3.  It is not 
within the scope of this EIS to demonstrate the adequacy of 
SNWA’s resource planning, nor to determine potential 
impacts of developing water resources.  Development of 
water resources that would be considered a federal action 
would be subject to NEPA analysis at the time a specific 
proposal is made.   

6 See General Response 1 – Parcel Nomination and Sale Rate.   

 

 

7 See General Response 1 – Parcel Nomination and Sale Rate 
and General Response 2 – Range of Alternatives. 
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8 Construction equipment emissions were considered as a 

specific category in the modeling.  Aggregate mobile 
sources, including vehicle traffic on existing and new 
highways, including projected increases in vehicle miles 
traveled related to increased population and associated 
development, were estimated from the best available data 
and were included in the model.  Also see General Response 
1 – Parcel Nomination and Sale Rate. 

9 As was stated in Section 3.1.5, the closest Class I area to the 
Las Vegas Valley is the Grand Canyon.  Visibility was not 
included in the air quality analysis because of the absence of 
Class 1 areas within 50 kilometers of the Las Vegas Valley, 
which is the area of concern for near field visibility analysis 
under EPA guidance, Workbook for Visual Impact Screening 
and Analysis (Revised). EPA-450/R-92-023.  Because PM10 
is the primary pollutant of concern related to the land 
disposal action that could impact visibility, and long range 
transport is not considered relevant for visibility impacts 
from this pollutant, only near field impacts would be a 
concern for the land disposal alternatives.   

10 As was described in Section 3.1.3.1, the 24-hour PM2.5 value 
has not been exceeded and is not projected to become an 
attainment issue as particulate matter controls are 
implemented under the PM10 State Implementation Plan. 

11 Closure of the Mojave Plant is considered representative of 
future conditions expected in the study area, in terms of 
ongoing emissions sources.  Closure of the facility is 
anticipated because an existing consent decree requires 
addition of pollution controls to reduce sulfur dioxide 
emissions, and the projected costs for the required upgrade 
of the facility may exceed $1 billion.  However, if the plant 
operator installs the required pollution controls, up to 99 
percent removal of pollutants could be achieved.  Under 
either scenario, plant emissions would be greatly reduced  
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11 (cont.)after the compliance deadline of the consent order, which 
is accurately reflected in the changes in emission sources used in the 
air quality model.  Regarding the impact of the plant on air quality in 
the study area, prevailing surface winds are not the only factor 
considered in the air quality model.  Therefore, regional pollution 
sources may have important impacts on air quality even where the 
sources are not located directly upwind of the affected areas.   
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Response O-2 (Archeo-Nevada Society) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 Section 3.7.1 described the paleontologic sensitive 

formations in the area and only those areas of high 
sensitivity were surveyed as was stated in Section 3.7.2.   

 
2 As was stated in Section 3.5.2.2, there are 660 acres of the 

Tule Springs National Register Site on BLM land, with the 
remaining acres on land owned by the State of Nevada.  Only 
the portion of the Site that is on BLM land may be subject to 
the land disposal process.  As was described in Section 2.4, 
title to land identified as the CTA would not be transferred 
until a Conservation Agreement is developed on how the 
resources in this area would be protected and/or mitigated.  
The strategy committee would have input regarding the 
content and structure of the agreement.     

 
3 The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) reviewed the 

results of the Class III inventory (see Appendix F) and as was 
stated in Section 3.5.2.1 and Section 4.5, the SHPO 
concurred with the determinations made by the BLM 
regarding eligibility of sites for the National Register of 
Historic Places.  Due to the sensitivity of information, 
specific requests to further review documents should be 
addressed to the BLM under separate letter.  
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4 As was stated in Section 3.6, an Ethnographic Assessment 

was completed and the results of this assessment were 
summarized in Section 3.6.3 and Section 4.6.  The 
Ethnographic Assessment was completed in accordance with 
applicable regulations and executive orders.  Responses to 
letters, results of meetings, and documentation of telephone 
conversations are all included in the Ethnographic 
Assessment.  Due to the sensitivity of information, specific 
requests to further review documents should be addressed to 
the BLM under separate letter.   

 
5 The sentence in Section 5.2.3 has been revised to clarify that 

the four bands of the Paiute tribe were included.  See also 
Response 4 above. 

 
6 Comment noted. 
 
7 The public participation process was described in Chapter 4.  

Archaeo-Nevada Society has been added to the mailing list 
for this EIS.   
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Response O-3 (Tule Springs Preservation 
Committee) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 Comment noted.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 As was described in Section 2.4, title to land identified as the 

CTA would not be transferred until a Conservation 
Agreement is developed on how the resources in this area 
would be protected and/or mitigated.  The strategy 
committee would have input regarding the content and 
structure of the agreement.   

 
3 As was stated in Section 3.5.2.2, there are 660 acres of the 

Tule Springs National Register Site on BLM land, with the 
remaining acres on land owned by the State of Nevada.  
Only the portion of the Site that is on BLM land may be 
subject to the land disposal process.  Also, as stated in 
Section 4.5.4, the BLM would prepare a Historic Properties 
Treatment Plan in consultation with the State Historic  
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 Preservation Officer that would govern the identification and 

application of mitigation measures for the Site at such time 
any of the lands are nominated for disposal.  See Response 2 
above. 

 
 
 
 
 
4 Comment noted. 
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Response O-4 (Sierra Club) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 Comment noted.  Title to land identified as the Conservation 

Transfer Area (CTA) would not be transferred until a 
Conservation Agreement is developed on how the resources 
in this area would be protected and/or mitigated.  The 
strategy committee would have input regarding the content 
and structure of the agreement. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 See General Response 2 – Range of Alternatives. 
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3 As was stated in Section 3.3.1.1, the Clark County Regional 

Flood Control District (CCRFCD) is responsible for 
developing and implementing a comprehensive flood control 
master plan which serves as a planning tool for the 
implementation of the flood control system in the Valley and 
the design and construction of master plan facilities.  
Impacts to floodplains and biological resources potentially 
resulting from the construction and operation of these flood 
control facilities were addressed in the Flood Control Master 
Plan Supplemental EIS recently completed by the CCRFCD.  
A reference to the CCRFCD Supplemental EIS was added to 
Section 3.3.1.1. 

   
4 Comment noted.   
 
5 The USFWS concluded in their biological opinion (File no. 

1-5-96-F-23R.2) to the BLM that “the proposed disposal of 
up to 125,000 acres of BLM lands consisting of 121,000 
acres of suitable and 4,000 acres of previously disturbed, no 
longer suitable, desert tortoise habitat would represent a loss 
of approximately four percent of the 4,900 square miles of 
desert tortoise habitat estimated to occur in Clark County.  
Effects on desert tortoises within the Las Vegas Valley 
represent a small impact to the Mojave population of the 
desert tortoise when total desert tortoise population numbers 
and geographical extent are considered.” 

 
6 As was stated in Section 4.4.1, the sensitivity and limited 

success of transplanting or reestablishing the Las Vegas 
bearpoppy was acknowledged.  Also as was stated in Section 
4.4.4, the mitigation measures of stockpiling of soil, seed 
bank collection for the Las Vegas bearpoppy are conditions 
set forth by the NDF “Master Permit” issued in 2001 to 
Clark County in conjunction with MSHCP.  Under the  
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6 (cont.) statutes that protect the bearpoppy, the State Forester 

Firewarden establishes permit conditions. In phone 
conversations with the NDF Forester, these conditions are 
the current measures available to protect, control, and 
monitor the species.  

 
7 Some of the questions refer to topics outside the scope of 

this analysis.  Section 3.4.2.1, Table 3.4-2, and Appendix B 
provides information on bird species, wildlife, and habitat.  
Development and management of the CTA will be an 
ongoing effort among the BLM, local governments, and 
interested parties as members of the strategy committee.  
Specific details are not available and will not be formulated 
as part of the EIS process.   

 
8 See General Response 1 – Parcel Nomination and Sale Rate.   
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Response O-5 (Northwest Las Vegas Equestrian 
Safety Coalition) 
 
 
1 The Conservation Transfer Area (CTA) is approximately 

5,000 acres.  The BLM, USFWS, and City of North Las 
Vegas are collaboratively addressing measures to minimize 
and mitigate impacts to sensitive plant species outside and 
adjacent to the CTA that precludes the need to expand the 
CTA at this time. 

 
2 The Las Vegas bearpoppy is a State of Nevada Critically 

Endangered Species, whereas the Las Vegas buckwheat is 
being evaluated by the Nevada Division of Forestry for 
listing as such.  Neither of these species is federally listed as 
threatened or endangered.   

 
 As was described in Section 2.4, title to land identified as the 

CTA would not be transferred until a Conservation 
Agreement is developed on how the resources in this area 
would be protected and/or mitigated.  The strategy committee 
would have input regarding the content and structure of the 
agreement.   
 

3 Comment noted.   
 
4 Comment noted. 
 
5 Comment noted.   
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Response O-6 (Tule Springs Preservation 
Committee) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 The distribution of proceeds from the land sales is specified 

by the Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act 
(SNPLMA).  The types of expenditures and the process for 
nominating and funding projects are described on the 
SNPLMA web site at: 
http://www.nv.blm.gov/snplma/projectsdefault.asp 
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2 As was described in Section 2.4, title to land identified as the 

CTA, which includes a portion of the Tule Springs National 
Register Site, would not be transferred until a Conservation 
Agreement is developed on how the resources in this area 
would be protected and/or mitigated.  The strategy 
committee would have input regarding the content and 
structure of the agreement.   

 
 As was stated in Section 3.5.2.2, there are 660 acres of the 

Tule Springs National Register Site on BLM land, with the 
remaining acres on land owned by the State of Nevada.  
Only the portion of the Site that is on BLM land may be 
subject to the land disposal process.  Also, as stated in 
Section 4.5.4, the BLM would prepare a Historic Properties 
Treatment Plan in consultation with the State Historic 
Preservation Officer that would govern the identification and 
application of mitigation measures for the Site at such time 
any of the lands are nominated for disposal.    
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Response O-7 (The Nature Conservancy) 
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1 Potential impacts to sensitive resources outside the 

Conservation Transfer Area (CTA) were described in 
Chapter 4 under the Proposed Action.  Specific mitigation to 
minimize impacts to sensitive resources (primarily the Las 
Vegas buckwheat and Las Vegas bearpoppy) outside the 
CTA is being addressed collaboratively by the BLM, 
USFWS, and the City of North Las Vegas.  Mitigation 
measures will be identified and implemented prior to certain 
lands being offered for sale. 

 
 
 

2 Comment noted.  As was stated in Section 2.4, title to land 
identified as the CTA would not be transferred until a 
Conservation Agreement is developed on how the resources 
in this area would be protected and/or mitigated.  The 
strategy committee would have input regarding the content 
and structure of the agreement.  The BLM appreciates your 
input.  
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3 The distribution of proceeds from the land sales is specified 

by the Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act 
(SNPLMA).  The types of expenditures and the process for 
nominating and funding projects are described on the 
SNPLMA web site at: 
http://www.nv.blm.gov/snplma/projectsdefault.asp 
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Response O-8 (Red Rock Audubon Society) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 Specific mitigation to minimize impacts to sensitive 

resources outside the Conservation Transfer Area is being 
addressed collaboratively by the BLM, USFWS, and the 
City of North Las Vegas.   
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2 The species is not currently listed on the Nevada Noxious 

Weeds list. Per Dawn Rafferty, Noxious Weed Program 
Coordinator for the Nevada Department of Agriculture, the 
species will most likely be listed as noxious in 2005. 

 
3 Comment noted. 
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Response O-9 (Nevada Environmental Coalition, 
Inc.) 
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1 The analysis is being performed in compliance with BLM’s 
obligations under NEPA, as specified in CEQ and BLM 
regulations, including requirements for public participation 
in the NEPA process.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

2 The Draft EIS includes a description of applicable laws in 
Section 1.4.  Estimates of air emissions and comparison of 
the emission levels to simulated air quality conditions are 
provided in Section 4.1, including comparison of cumulative 
emissions to SIP threshold values, where ava ilable. 
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3 Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS has been prepared to address the 
requirements of CEQ regulations for an EIS to disclose 
impacts of alternatives considered (40 CFR §1502.16).  
Other NEPA documents that evaluated impacts of previous 
land sales include the EIS prepared for the Resource 
Management Plan, which was adopted by the Las Vegas 
Field Office in 1998.  This NEPA document provided a 
programmatic analysis of projected land disposal actions in 
the Las Vegas Valley based on information available at that 
time.  Individual sales were evaluated for site-specific 
impacts and possible mitigation measures on a more detailed 
basis and were tiered to the RMP EIS.  The Draft EIS has 
been prepared in response to the requirements of SNPLMA, 
as amended, and to address increased demand for land for 
development in the Las Vegas Valley because these factors 
are projected to result in greater land transfers than projected 
for the analysis in the RMP EIS.   

 
4 The rates of land disposal are based on historical averages of 

land transfer by BLM in the Las Vegas Valley over the last 
several years.  While the amount of land disposed in any 
given year may be above or below the average, the analysis 
of impacts provided in the EIS provides an assessment of 
impacts for the total amount of land projected to be sold and 
developed.  Based on available information, BLM expects the 
average rate of disposal to be similar to the assumptions 
made for the analysis in the Draft EIS even though the rate of 
disposal in any single year may be above or below the 
projected average rate of disposal.  Sections 2.2 through 2.5 
explain that the projected disposal rate is based on averages 
of sales since the 1998 RMP.   

 
 The analysis of impacts in the Draft EIS is based on the 

average rate of development, not average rate of disposal.  
As stated in Section 4.9, development rates were based on 
developed uses of BLM lands that were disposed of under 
SNPLMA from 1999 to 2000, and on planned development  
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4(cont)land use categories used by the Regional Transportation 

Commission.  
 
5 The mitigation measures noted in the EIS are based upon the 

best information available regarding disposal actions where 
no specific development plan for any parcel is known.  Ozone 
results have been incorporated into the final EIS. 

 
6 The impacts of issuing rights-of-way and R&PP leases are 

evaluated in the EIS because BLM retains ownership of the 
land under these realty actions and must approve proposed 
activities on these lands.  The BLM approval of activities on 
leased lands and rights-of-way is a federal action as defined 
by NEPA.  Land disposal actions that result in transfer of 
title and do not constitute federal authorization of 
development or other activities are exempt from conformity 
requirements (40 CFR §93.153(c)(2)(xiv)).  This rule states 
explicitly that: “Transfers of ownership, interests, and titles 
in land, facilities, and real and personal properties, regardless 
of the form or method of the transfer” are exempt from 
conformity requirements.   

 
7 The supporting analyses conducted for the Draft EIS, such as 

the Air Quality Study performed by Argonne National 
Laboratory, have been prepared using the best available 
information and the best professional judgment of 
technically qualified specialists in each area.  The level of 
effort and technical standards met the requirements for use 
of available information specified in 40 CFR §1502.24. 
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8 The BLM is required to comply with NEPA in completing 

the EIS.  The SIP is implemented by the Clark County 
Division of Air Quality and Environmental Management and 
its implementation is not within the authority of the BLM. 

 
9 Land disposal actions in the Las Vegas Valley had been 

initiated by BLM as part of the implementation of 
management decisions documented in the Las Vegas RMP.  
The overall impacts of projected land disposal that were 
anticipated at the time of the RMP preparation were 
evaluated in its accompanying EIS.  Under the RMP, tiered 
NEPA analyses of individual sales have been performed to 
ensure NEPA compliance of each sale.  The disposal 
boundary area was modified by the Clark County Act and 
increased nomination of parcels for sale by local 
governments have resulted in land disposal rates that exceed 
the projections used in the RMP.  In response to these 
changes from the projections used for impact analysis in the 
RMP, the BLM is completing this NEPA analysis for 
ongoing land sales.  Previous sales are included in this 
analysis to meet the requirements of NEPA to assess 
cumulative impacts. 

 
10 While the BLM anticipated that completion of the EIS would 

allow the February 2005 sale to proceed, the schedule or 
scope of the offering can be modified in response to 
determinations in the EIS and Record of Decision. 

 
11 Comment noted.  Judicial review of the SIP documents does 

not affect the impact analysis and preparation of this EIS.
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12 The land disposal process does not include responsibility for 

or jurisdiction over implementation of SIP controls and is 
not impacted by the SIP approval process.  The BLM uses 
data from the SIP to complete its NEPA analysis because the 
data is the best available. 

 
 
 
 
 
13 See General Response 2 – Range of Alternatives.  The 

alternatives development process, including alternatives 
considered and eliminated from the analysis, are described in 
Chapter 2.   

 
 
14 The EIS is being prepared following the consultation and 

public participation requirements of NEPA.  The EIS is not a 
rulemaking or adjudication process or order, which are the 
types of agency actions subject to the statute cited in the 
comment. 

 
 
 
 
 
15 The EIS for the land disposal actions in the Las Vegas 

Valley is being prepared to consider the impacts of land 
sales beyond those projected in the RMP and its 
accompanying EIS.  Impacts related to previous sale actions 
are included as part of the cumulative impact analysis.  
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16 Under the EPA rules defining the applicability of conformity 

requirements, 40 CFR §153(a) states that transportation 
projects must comply with conformity requirements as 
specified in 40 CFR 51, Subpart T.  40 CFR 153(b) states 
that the conformity requirements of that subpart apply to 
federal actions other than transportation projects, including 
the exclusions listed in 40 CFR §(153)(c)(2)(xiv). 
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17 As stated in previous responses and as provided in the 

Purpose and Need discussion in Chapter 1, the EIS is being 
prepared to evaluate the impacts of land sales because 
changes in the disposal boundary implemented by the Clark 
County Act and increased nomination of parcels for sale by 
local governments, would result in land disposals beyond the 
amounts originally considered in the RMP/EIS.  Individual 
sales conducted under the RMP have had tiered NEPA 
documentation prepared for each sale. 
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18 Air quality impacts are evaluated in Chapter 4 of the EIS for 

each alternative, as required by the CEQ regulations cited 
that define major federal actions and significance.   
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19 The cumulative impact analysis considers the impacts of 

related activities that may occur in the Las Vegas Valley, 
including development of previously disposed lands and 
development of lands that have been under private 
ownership prior to the start of the land disposal process.  The 
cumulative impacts analysis is provided in Section 4.15.   
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20 The analysis of water resources management and supply 

alternatives is based on the analysis provided in the Southern 
Nevada Water Authority Resource Management Plan.  The 
BLM does not have any authority over decisions regarding 
growth of the customer base by water suppliers in the Las 
Vegas Valley.  Allocation and  withdrawals are based on 
proposals made by water users and are approved by the 
appropriate authorities for different resources, such as the 
Bureau of Reclamation for Lake Mead and the Nevada State 
Engineer’s Office for ground water withdrawals. 
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21 The Argonne air quality modeling assumptions and methods 

are documented in the report prepared on the modeling 
effort.  This report is incorporated by reference in the EIS, as 
specified in 40 CFR §1502.21.  The document is available 
for review on the project website at 
http://www.nv.blm.gov/lvdiseis 
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Comment 
Number SECTION COMMENT 

 
1 ES.2 

The Proposed Action is stated many different 
ways and not consistent throughout the entire 
document.   

2 ES.2.1 

How would transfer of title violate the 
Endangered Species Act? 
The numbers (acres of land) described here 
are very confusing and don’t seem to “add 
up”. 

3 ES.3 

5th sentence:  how would an administrative 
action of transferring land title directly 
impact a user of the land?  
What is meant by “non-environmental 
impacts”?   

4 ES.3.1 It is not known if Mojave Generating Plant 
will close. 

5 ES.3.4 Suggest surface-disturbing activities be 
described as indirect impacts. 

6 1.2 Is the proposed action being described here as 
the P&N? 

 
 
 

Response B-1 (Nevada Power Company) 
 

1 The description of the Proposed Action in the 
Executive Summary was a summary of the Proposed Action 
as described in Chapter 2. 
 
2 The transfer of title assumes subsequent 
development of the land, which could impact endangered 
species habitat.  There are 40,232 acres available for disposal 
of the 46,701 acres remaining.  As was stated in Section ES 
2.1, the difference is the 6,469 acres of lands leased and 
reserved under the Recreation and Public Purposes Act.   
 
3 As was stated in Section ES.3, transfer of title places 
the land into private ownership that would directly impact 
the user of the land when it was under BLM management.  
An impact to a user of the land is considered non-
environmental.   
 
4 Closure of the Mojave Plant was reported based on 
best available information at the time the Draft EIS was 
prepared.  Closure of the plant is anticipated because of a 
consent decree requiring pollution controls to reduce sulfur 
dioxide emissions.  However, if the plant operator installs 
the required pollution controls, including scrubbers and 
baghouses, up to 99% removal of pollutants would be 
achieved.  Under either scenario (closure or retrofitting), 
plant emissions would be greatly reduced after the 
compliance deadline of the consent order, which is 
accurately reflected in the changes in emission sources used 
in the model.  
 
5 Surface disturbing activities associated with BLM 
actions (i.e., issuance of realty actions) would be direct 
impacts, whereas surface disturbing activities occurring after 
transfer of title would be indirect impacts of the land 
disposal action.   
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7 2.3 

Alignments and linear ROWs along section 
lines are discussed here; NPC would like the 
BLM to also address non-linear ROWs in this 
section (i.e. – substations, etc.) 
 
6th ¶:  What happens to the BLM grant 
stipulations for surface-disturbing activities 
that occur on BLM lands that have been 
disposed and subsequently under private 
ownership at time of surface disturbance?  
 
1st bullet:  please add “electrical substation” 
 
2nd bullet:  please delete “transmission line” 
and replace with “electrical facilities” 
 
Temporary ROWs – please add a bullet:   
“construction of electrical facilities” (to cover 
tensioning and pulling sites, work areas, etc.) 
 
9th ¶:  Please add “electrical substations”  
 
10th ¶: NPC requests a change to the 2nd to 
last sentence – “The ROW width for above-
ground electrical lines is determined by the 
final design and requirements as established 
by the electrical utility.” 

8 2.4 

How will private utilities be represented in 
the strategy committee planning process so 
that our concerns are included and addressed?  
NPC suggests adding bullets for “Public at 
Large” and “Utilities” 

9 3.4.1.2 
NV Cacti, Yuccas and Conifers:  Were no 
buckhorn cholla, hedgehog, Escobaria  or 
other species encountered? 

 

 
6 The Proposed Action and the Conservation Transfer 

Alternative both meet the purpose and need for land 
disposal.   
 

7 Only linear ROWs were assessed.  Grant stipulations apply 
to BLM lands; lands are sold subject to encumbrances and 
become privately owned property upon receipt of a patent.  
Appropriate revisions to the text were made to remain within 
the extent of the analysis.     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8 As was stated in Section 2.4, the list of representatives was 
not all inclusive.  The members are listed in Chapter 5 and 
Nevada Power has been added under Businesses. 
 

9 The species observed in the field were listed.  Buckhorn 
cholla (Opuntia versicolor) is not a component of the 
Mojave Desert.   
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10 3.4.2.1 

Species known to occur are listed in Table 
3.4-2, however, the disposal area boundary 
contains suitable habitat for many other 
special-status species such as: southwestern 
willow flycatcher, Yuma clapper rail, yellow-
billed cuckoo and several species of bats 
(Table B-1).  Why are these species not 
addressed as well? 

11 3.4.2.1 Migratory Birds:  What is considered 
“notable migratory birds”? 

12 3.8.2 

3rd ¶:  States “There were no Class I lands 
adjacent to the disposal boundary area.”  
Please address how the Desert National 
Wildlife Range, Sunrise Management Area, 
Rainbow Gardens and River Mountains 
ACEC classified with respect to VRM? 

13 Figure 3.9-2 

This figure doesn’t seem to accurately reflect 
all of the utility (power, gas, water) ROWs 
within the disposal area.  Is it BLM’s intent to 
show all ROWs? 

14 3.9.4 

Section states there is no planned land use 
data available for some BLM lands; however 
Figure 3.9-3 reflects “No Planned Land Use”.  
Is there no planned land use or simply no data 
available at this time?  (same comment for 
Figure 4.9-1) 

15 3.12.7.1 

NPC requests this section be updated as 
follows:   “Nevada Power Company, a 
subsidiary of Sierra Pacific Resources, 
provides safe, reliable and cost-effective 
electric service to more than 700,000 
residential and commercial customers in Las 
Vegas, North Las Vegas, Henderson, 
Laughlin, Primm, unincorporated Clark 
County and small parts of Nye and Lincoln 
Counties.  Nevada Power Company generates 
electricity at four generating plants in 
southern Nevada and also purchases 
electricity from the Hoover Dam generation 
facility and elsewhere.” 

 
 

10 As was stated in Section 3.4.2.1, the table contains a list of 
special status wildlife species that are known to occur within 
or near the disposal boundary area, not what species habitat 
may occur in the area.   
 
 

11 The word has been deleted. 
 

12 Areas adjacent to the disposal boundary area (see Figure 1.3-
2) are within the VRM Class III, including Sunrise 
Management Area (which includes Rainbow Gardens).  The 
River Mountains ACEC is not located directly adjacent to 
the disposal boundary.  The Desert National Wildlife Range 
is managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and thus is 
not classified by the BLM in terms of VRM.    
 

13 As was stated in section 3.9.3, the figure shows the ROWs 
on the remaining BLM managed lands.  Available data and 
scale affect was can be seen.   
 

14 As was stated in Section 3.9.4, there is no planned land use 
for the areas shown based on available data.    
 
 

15 The information provided in the EIS is referenced to the 
Sierra Pacific/Nevada Power web pages and is accurate as 
per that source. 
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16 3.13 

Suggest EJ be described as ensuring the fair 
and equitable treatment of all people by 
ensuring your federal action does not 
disproportionately impact low-
income/minority populations. 

 CHAPTER  
4  

17 1st ¶ 

The purpose of this chapter may more 
accurately be described as analyzing the 
potential impacts of each of the three 
alternatives. 

18 Types of 
Impacts 

2nd ¶:  Who, or what criteria, determines what 
an “undesirable effect” is? 

19 

Analysis 
Methods  

And 
Assumptions 

4th ¶:  This paragraph seems to have a series 
of contradicting statements: 

- The 1st sentence states land use 
activities after disposal would have 
direct impacts, but in the 2nd ¶ of this 
same section it is stated, “land use 
management would be determined 
by decisions of the new owners”.   

- The 2nd sentence states that the 
“disposal action and subsequent 
transfer of title” (are these 2 separate 
federal actions, or one single federal 
action?).  These are administrative 
actions and would have no direct 
impacts.  

- The 3rd sentence states that “transfer 
of title would directly impact users 
of the land (i.e., non-environmental 
impacts)”    

- The end of this paragraph states that 
land use changes are indirect 
impacts. 

Suggest that all resource sections of the EIS 
be verified that direct and indirect impacts of 
the federal action are accurately depicted and 
described. 

 

 
 

16 The wording provided in the EIS for the definition is per 
Executive Order 12898. 
 
 
 
 

17 The federal action is any one of the three alternatives.   
 
 
 

18 Specific criteria are introduced at the beginning of each 
resource section.   
 
 

19 The sentences are not contradictory and the analysis 
describes the impacts accordingly. 
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20 

Analysis 
Methods  

and 
Assumptions 
(continued) 

7th ¶:  4th - 7th bullets:  These bullets describe 
alignments and linear ROWs but do not 
address sites or non-linear ROWs.   ROW 
alignments for NPC are typically located 
along section and ½ section lines. 
  
 
NPC suggests striking last sentence from 6th 
bullet. As a replacement to this sentence, 
NPC requests the BLM to add an additional 
paragraph in this section that explains that 
every ROW and R&PP request submitted to 
the BLM undergoes a s eparate environmental 
review (NEPA and ESA) by the BLM.   

21 4.4.4  Avoidance should also be included as a 
mitigation measure. 

22 4.7.1 

Last ¶:  suggest change  “However, any 
adverse indirect impacts resulting from the 
federal action (disposal) would be 
minimized and thus insignificant. 

23 Figure 4.9-1 Legend does not coincide with the figure 

24  

Did the BLM include rental fees received 
from issuance of ROW grants, and tortoise 
mitigation fees collected towards the Desert 
Tortoise Public Lands Conservation Fund in 
the analysis of the EIS? 

25  

Would implementation of the No Action 
Alternative go against the intent of the 
SNPLMA and County Act?  If so, this isn’t 
presented in the document under the No 
Action Alternative consequences (Ch 4). 

26  

In the Executive Summary, the analysis 
criteria is not consistent throughout the No 
Action, Proposed Action and Conservation 
Transfer (i.e.- Water Quality: Conservation 
Transfer and Proposed Action describe soil 
erosion, etc. but these are not addressed under 
the No Action.  Soil erosion will still occur 
under the No Action.).  Suggest all resource 
sections consistently describe impacts 
resulting from all three alternatives. 

 
 
20 The assumptions used in the analysis are as stated.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
21 Avoidance as a mit igation measure is discussed in the 

introductory section of Chapter 4.   
22 No land disposal would occur under the No Action 

Alternative (Section 4.7.1).  Issuance of ROWs would have 
direct impacts from surface disturbing activities.   

 
23 The legend was revised. 
 
24 As was stated in Section 4.12 and described in Appendix E, 

economic impacts would be from development of the 
disposed lands using IMPLAN model data for Clark County, 
which is a compilation of sources. 

 
25 As was stated in Section 2.1, the No Action Alternative is 

required by NEPA to provide a baseline for comparison of 
impacts of the other alternatives, even when the No Action 
Alternative may not be implemented.  Chapter 4 is an 
analysis of environmental impacts and not an assessment of 
the intent of SNPLMA.   

 
26 The Executive Summary is a summary and is not meant to 

be all inclusive of the results of the document.   
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27  

NPC suggests identifying or delineating the 
Upper and Lower Las Vegas Wash areas, and 
specifically note which area is being 
discussed in the text. 

 
 

 
 
27 Refer to Figure 3.3-1.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


